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REMARKS 



Claims 1,10 and 22 have been amended to recite the "firing member" as the "firing 
bar", as per the Examiner's suggestion. Accordingly, no new matter is involved. Claims 1, 

10 and 22 have been amended to recite the limitations of claims 2 and/or 1 1, and claims 2 and 

1 1 have been cancelled herein. Accordingly, no new matter is involved 

In the previous office action, claims 1-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Specifically, the E xaminer stated: 

"Claims 1, 10 and 22 recite the phrase "said firing bar** in lines 7, 8 and 1 1 of 
claim 1, lines 8-10 and 13 in claim 10, and lines 7.8. 11.13 and 14 of claim 22. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claims. The remainder of 
the claims, excluding claims 8, 16 and 21, also recite the phase "said firing bar", 
which is improper. Perhaps changing the phrase "a firing member" in line 5 of claim 
1, line 6 of claim 10, and line 5 of claims 22 to read "a firing bar" would correct the 
problem.** 

As noted above Claims 1, 10 and 22 have been amended to recite the "firing member" 
as the "firing bar**, as per the Examiner's suggestion. Therefore, it is respectfully requested 
that the Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.C. 1 12 rejections to Applicants claims. 

In the previous office action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1, 9, 10, 14, 20 and 22 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mniiman et al. (USPN 6,669,073) in 
view of Geiste et al, (USPN 6,202,914). However, the Examiner also indicated that claims 
2-8, 11-13, 15-19 and 21 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2 M paragraph, set forth in the Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

As noted above claims 1, 10 and 22 have been amended to recite the limitations of 
claims 2 and/or 11, and claims 2 and 11 have been cancelled herein. Therefore, Applicants 
submit that all pending claims are now fully allowable over the prior art cited by the 
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Examiner. Therefore* Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner re-e xamine and 
favorably reconsider Applicants' claims in the form of a Notice of Allowance. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Johnson & Johnson 

One Johnson <fc Johnson Plaza 

New Brunswick, NJ 08933-7003 

(513) 337-8559 

Date: January 18, 2006 



By:/Deanl, f Garner/ 
Dean L. Garner, Esq. 
Reg. No. 35,877 
Attorney for Applicants) 
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